ABSTRACT
Introduction
Unsolicited and unwanted (spam) electronic invitations to speak at or attend conferences, or to write for or edit journals are a burgeoning aspect of academic life. Colleagues regard such invitations with wry amusement, intense frustration, or resignation. Two of us (AG, ND) have reviewed travel grant applications from colleagues who received spam invitations to give conference presentations.
Few studies have focused on academic spam. In the Academic Spam Study we investigated the amount, relevance, content, and suppressibility of academic spam emails.
Methods

academic participants
In a deftly ironic twist, AG emailed five prospective collaborators to invite them to participate in the study. Invitations addressed the recipient as "Eminent Professor," included five or more exclamation marks, and lacked an option to unsubscribe. Non-response to an invitation prompted a flurry of follow-up emails. Inclusion criteria were personal acquaintance with the first author, a sense of humour, a relentless wish to conduct leading edge research, desperation for academic outputs, and an inability to say "no." The exclusion criterion was application of a personal email spam filter. Four of the invited academics agreed to participate; one invitee lacked the inability to say "no."
Collation and analysis of spam and non-spam emails
We defined academic spam as unsolicited and unwanted email invitations to attend or present at a conference or to write or edit for a journal. We included all emails the recipients considered to be spam. We assessed the number of spam emails received in each collection phase. Detailed analysis was undertaken of spam received in April 2014, June 2014, and April 2015. The investigators rated their spam invitations as being of no, low, medium, or high relevance to their academic careers. We determined the number of duplicate spam invitations. When possible, we recorded the publisher for journal invitations and organising body for conference invitations. Finally, we conducted a qualitative analysis, focusing on memorable spam.
Between 1 February 2014 and 30 April 2014, the investigators collated invitations to speak at academic meetings or write for journals that they did not regard as spam.
Patient involvement
No patients were involved in setting the research question or the outcome measures, nor were they involved in developing plans for design or implementation of the study. No patients were asked to advise on interpretation or writing up of results. There are no plans to disseminate the results of the research to study participants or the relevant patient community.
WhAT IS AlReAdy knoWn on ThIS TopIC
Anecdotal and limited published evidence suggests that spam academic invitations to publish or present research might be common and irritating 
WhAT ThIS STudy AddS
Results
The Academic Spam Study investigators are mid-career, modestly productive, and conduct research across several disciplines (table 1) . On the basis of salutations contained in emails received during the study period, each investigator is highly esteemed. Modesty precludes a systematic description of the height of the esteem but according to these emails each investigator has "made important contributions," is a "distinguished expert," and has "great expertise," sometimes in disciplines surprisingly remote from the primary academic focus. Friendly and exuberant "We would be really happy to anchor with you" "Let your wisdom enkindle others" "Looking forward for an everlasting scientific relationship!" "I would like to extend my sincere congratulations on the publication of your highly cited original article, <Prevalence and clinical factors associated with gout in patients with diabetes and prediabetes, > in the field of diabetes. As of today, this article has been cited more than 4 times" * "It gives us immense pleasure to share this moment of happiness that Journal of Global Economics is planning to release continuous issues every month" "The purpose of this letter is to solicit your gracious presence as a speaker . . ." "We have been through your articles and we are enthralled to know about your reputation and commitment in the field" "We have chosen selective scientists who have enormously contributed to the scientific community to have their work publish in our journal" aspirational and dedicated "Aspire to clear all the barriers in dissemination of information and knowledge around the world" "We aim to enlighten the lamp of information across the sphere especially in the areas of science and technologies" "Ommega Publishers welcomes you to the newest chapter in the long history of scientific manuscript publication" "International Journal of Cardiovascular Research, a new frontier among the peer-reviewed scholarly Journals . . ." "GBC 2015 will . . . draw together both novice and veterans from the biotechnological front from all over the world to herald avenues to innovations and advancements in the biotechnology sphere both at regional and global level" "We are creating a kind of mind storming forum to create a new therapeutic approaches" "Our dedicated proofreaders, cheerfully labor on your manuscripts in a speedy way, with high quality standards on the back of their minds and offer you very appropriate content improvisation wherever required" "The scientific program paves a way to gather visionaries through the research talks and presentations and put forward many thought provoking strategies" "Hence the need for integrating the research into the fast paced era needs the a source of rapid dissimilation with a reliable platform. We invite you to be a part of this modern perception by going open access with us" "Dear Dr. MJ Mark JMJ Mark J," "Dear Dr. Name, Greetings for the day!," and "Dear Dr. {firstname}."
Premium spam
Some spam was almost too delicious to ignore. Box 2 lists journals and conferences that we found especially intriguing.
discussion
The Academic Spam Study shows that mid-career academics in New Zealand receive on average 2.1 spam invitations each day to publish papers and attend conferences. Unsubscribing had a modest and short lived effect on the quantity of received spam. Sixteen per cent of spam invitations were duplicates, and 83% were of little or no relevance to the recipient. Some organisations send spam invitations without an unsubscribe option, or persist despite recipients requesting unsubscription.
strengths and weaknesses of this study Our study has limitations. Some invitations were removed by the institutional spam filter, so we might have underestimated the amount of spam. implications and future research We suggest further research on academic spam: "Nobel and prestigious colleagues, We are enthralled by prospect of novel research focus of academic spam so we make a proposition to improve enlightenment of evidence. We wish greatly to start journal and convene scientific meeting that focus on academic spam, so illustrious colleagues can form interdisciplinary web of scientific rigour to advance knowledge. Maybe we will christen soon Journal of Advances in Interdisciplinary Academic Spam and launch with alacrity the First Annual International Symposium on Academic Spam (Spam-2017). Once we identify publisher and conference organiser we will email academics to join this exciting novel venture! Honourable colleagues, stay tuned!!!!!!"
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